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Abstract: Contemporary contexts, crises, and moral values shape the interpretation of Paul, even in rigorously ‘historical’ scholarship, and the new perspective on Paul well illustrates this point. Our current ecological crisis provides a new and urgent context for interpretation, yet one that has scarcely yet registered on the agenda of recent Pauline studies. Beginning with the obvious eco-texts (Rom 8.19-23; Col 1.15-20), but insisting on the need to move beyond these, this essay explores the potential for a broader ecological engagement with Paul, arguing that Paul offers resources for an ecological theology and ethics at the heart of which stands the vision of God’s incorporative transformation of the whole creation in Christ and the associated imperative to embody that transformation in human action shaped by the paradigm of Christ’s self-giving for others.
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‘each successive epoch of theology found its own thoughts in Jesus; that was, indeed, the only way in which it could make him live’ (Albert Schweitzer).

‘whenever he [the real Paul] is rediscovered – which happens almost exclusively in times of crisis – there issues from him explosive power…’ (Ernst Käsemann).

I
In confronting new problems we turn to the classic texts of our tradition, and for the tradition of Western thought, and not only within the Church, Paul’s letters are among those classic texts. They have been read and reread, inspiring and provoking other great thinkers to articulate new thoughts. This applies not only to the well-known giants of the history of Christian theology – Augustine, Luther, Wesley, Barth, to name but a few – but also to philosophers as diverse as Martin Heidegger and Alain Badiou. Even when expositors of Paul’s thought have sought to be rigorously historical, aiming only to exegete Paul on his own terms, it is not hard to see how the context and agenda of the interpreter shapes the construction of Paul that is produced. Albert Schweitzer’s comment about Jesus rings true for Paul too: each generation makes, and needs to make, its own portraits of Paul.​[1]​
	The emergence of the so-called ‘new perspective’ on Paul may serve as an illustration. The label was coined by one of its most prominent representatives, James Dunn, in his 1982 Manson Memorial Lecture.​[2]​ But, as Dunn makes clear, the main impetus for the new interpretation of Paul came from E.P. Sanders’ book, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, published in 1977, and particularly from the revised view of first-century Judaism – the ‘new perspective on Second Temple Judaism’, as Dunn calls it (Dunn 2005: 5) – that Sanders presented. Sanders mounted a massive critique of what he saw as the Christian caricature of Judaism – as a religion of legalistic works-righteousness – that dominated the so-called Lutheran interpretation of Paul. On this view, Judaism was supposedly characterised by a misguided conviction that obedience to the Law was the means by which to earn salvation, a convenient foil to Paul’s gospel, understood as a message of justification for the guilty sinner, offered freely by God’s grace, and appropriated by faith alone. In the wake of Sanders’ study, this ‘Lutheran’ reading of Paul, with its contrast between Judaism’s supposed system of justification by works and Paul’s message of justification by faith, has been widely denounced as a clear example where Paul was read, indeed misread, through the spectacles of a later age. As Dunn puts it:
…it is deceptively easy to read Paul in the light of Luther’s agonized search for relief from a troubled conscience. Since Paul’s teaching on justification by faith seems to speak so directly to Luther’s subjective wrestlings, it was a natural corollary to see Paul’s opponents in terms of the unreformed Catholicism which opposed Luther, with first-century Judaism read through the ‘grid’ of the early sixteenth-century Catholic system of merit. To a remarkable and indeed alarming degree, throughout this century the standard depiction of the Judaism which Paul rejected has been the reflex of Lutheran hermeneutic (Dunn 1990 [1983]: 185).
E.P. Sanders makes a similar point: 
Luther, plagued by guilt, read Paul’s passages on ‘righteousness by faith’ as meaning that God reckoned a Christian to be righteous even though he or she was a sinner… Luther sought and found relief from guilt. But Luther’s problems were not Paul’s, and we misunderstand him if we see him through Luther’s eyes (Sanders 1991: 49).
Luther’s concerns to find a merciful God in the context of late-medieval Catholic monasticism are thus seen, rightly or wrongly, to have driven his interpretation of Paul, and to have established a tradition of interpretation that not only skewed the reading of Paul’s texts but also offered a degree of ideological underpinning for the anti-Judaism that reached its zenith in the holocaust.
	Indeed, despite the extent to which Sanders presents his study of Paul as an historical one, one which eschews any explicit interest in the contemporary theological agenda, the new perspective on Paul is, to a significant degree, the product of a post-holocaust era, one in which Christian interpreters have rightly been pushed to reexamine the consequences, intended and unintended, of their readings of Paul and their assumptions about the Judaism contemporary with him.​[3]​ After all, Jewish interpreters of Paul had made similar points to Sanders well before him; now, in a changed and differently sensitized social context, the time was ripe (indeed, well overdue) for Christian scholars to undertake a reassessment.​[4]​ And even with his rigorously historical interests, Sanders’ depiction of Judaism remains, for all its intended sympathy and refusal of any implicit Christian superiority, one cast in strongly Protestant terms, as Philip Alexander among others has pointed out.​[5]​ In a highly revealing phrase, for example, Sanders declares that ‘the Judaism of before 70 kept grace and works in the right perspective’ (Sanders 1977: 427), where ‘right’, of course, must imply something like ‘the way it is in Protestantism’, with grace given clear priority, and works seen as the appropriate response to the saving initiative of God. In a rare moment of faith-related candour near the close of his equally influential Jesus and Judaism, Sanders indicates his debt to a liberal, ‘social gospel’ Protestantism (Sanders 1985: 334) – thus revealing that his own attempts to create a sympathetic depiction of Judaism at the time of Christian origins are driven not solely by a concern for historical accuracy (though they are certainly that) but also by the moral convictions of an ecumenical post-holocaust era. When proponents of the new perspective contrast Luther’s ‘anachronistic’ reading of Paul with their own more accurate historical interpretation, they accuse Luther of seeing Paul through sixteenth-century spectacles while sometimes failing to acknowledge the extent to which their own vision is shaped by twentieth and twenty-first-century ones. Dunn, for example, claims that ‘Sanders has given us an unrivalled opportunity to look at Paul afresh, to shift our perspective back from the sixteenth century to the first century, to do what all true exegetes want to do – that is, to see Paul properly within his own context, to hear Paul in terms of his own time, to let Paul be himself’ (Dunn 1990 [1983]: 186).​[6]​
	But if the ‘new perspective’ on Paul is the product not only of historical study but also of a post-holocaust context, with its ethical concerns and priorities, what further new perspectives on Paul might still newer issues of concern begin to generate? As pressing priorities emerge, and determine the central questions for our own time and place, so new issues and concerns arise for biblical exegetes: whether acknowledged or not, the contemporary context shapes the agenda of historical study, and not only, though especially, for biblical scholars who seek to connect their work with ongoing theological and ethical discussion.​[7]​

II
Among the many contemporary issues worthy of our concern, the environment has in the last few years come to the top of the list. While a ‘green’ lobby has voiced concerns about the environment for some decades, it is only relatively recently that these have come to the centre of political and ethical debate, primarily, of course, because of the now well-established scientific consensus about the reality and wide-ranging impacts of anthropogenic global warming and the urgent need to take decisive action on a global scale if the worst predictions are not to become reality. This is all reason enough to ask how Paul’s letters, and other biblical texts, might resource a Christian response to our contemporary ecological crisis. But there are more specific reasons too. In 1967 the medieval historian Lynn White Jr published a provocative article that has remained the most cited contribution to the ecotheological debate (White 1967). White argued that the Western Christian worldview, informed by the biblical creation stories, had established a dualism between humanity and nature, and encouraged the idea that nature was there to be exploited for human benefit. Christianity had thus provided the ideological foundations for the active conquest of nature in the modern technological project and as such, White claimed, bore ‘a huge burden of guilt’ for our contemporary ‘ecologic crisis’ (p. 1206). 
Just as White raised serious questions about the impact of the biblical view of humanity’s status in creation – made in the image of God and given dominion over the earth (Gen 1.26-28) – so questions have also been raised about the impact of biblical eschatology. In certain forms of fundamentalism and evangelicalism at least, it seems that Christian hope is construed in terms of an imminent return of Jesus, other-worldly salvation for the elect, and fiery destruction for the earth; attempts to preserve the earth are thus futile and contrary to God’s purposes.​[8]​ More generally, one may suspect that much traditional Christian eschatology has led believers to think in terms of individual spiritual salvation, and an end to the ‘old’ material creation, in ways that run counter to the central concerns of environmental sustainability. There are good reasons, then, to address the topic of the environment in biblical studies, not only because of its urgent contemporary relevance, but also because of the suspicions that the biblical tradition may be partly culpable in generating the attitudes that have led to our crisis in the first place. 
	It is worth returning briefly here to White, and noting his insistence that a rejection of religion is not the solution: 
What people do about their ecology depends on what they think about themselves in relation to things around them. Human ecology is deeply conditioned by beliefs about our nature and destiny – that is, by religion… More science and more technology are not going to get us out of the present ecologic crisis until we find a new religion, or rethink our old one (White 1967: 1205, 1206)
The point is worth stressing, not least in the current context of competition for strictly limited research funding, that while scientific and technological responses to our environmental challenges are absolutely crucial, they are not by any means the whole story, nor alone the source of our salvation. It is equally crucial to analyse critically the ideological foundations of our cultural assumptions about the human relationship to the rest of the natural world and to consider constructively how our religious and moral traditions might be reconfigured in light of the challenges that now face us. White’s answer was to propose Francis of Assisi as a ‘patron saint for ecologists’ (p. 1207). My particular concern is to consider to what extent Paul of Tarsus might also have something to contribute to an ecological reconfiguration of Christian theology. Might Ernst Käsemann’s claim that, in times of crisis, Paul is a source of ‘explosive power’ ring true now?​[9]​
	It is perhaps surprising that questions about the environment – or, put in more theological terms, about the status and future of the non-human creation – have scarcely yet registered on the agenda of contemporary Pauline scholarship. There are a few exceptions, though these are mostly found in publications whose primary focus is the subject of the environment, rather than in what we might call the mainstream of Pauline studies.​[10]​ So, while Pauline studies has been explicitly and energetically engaged with post-holocaust issues concerning Jewish-Christian relations, and with post-sixties issues about gender, sexuality, and the relative status of women and men, it has, to date, failed to register the environment as a significant issue for discussion.
	A few selected examples from recent scholarship may serve to illustrate this lack of engagement. The examples are not simply chosen at random, but rather in order to demonstrate that even in those works where one might most expect to find some engagement with environmental issues this lack is evident.​[11]​
	I begin with two more general works, focused on issues in New Testament ethics. Richard Hays’ The Moral Vision of the New Testament (Hays 1996) is rightly regarded as the most significant of recent studies of New Testament ethics, significant not least because of Hays’ extensive discussion of hermeneutics and his attempts to apply the New Testament’s teaching to a range of contemporary issues, from abortion and homosexuality to anti-Judaism, violence, and war. While Hays’ list of issues is of course consciously selective, the environment is absent, and the focus on issues in the areas of sexual ethics and violence mostly reflects a well-established agenda. Hays develops three ‘focal images’ with which to formulate his New Testament ethics: community, cross, and new creation, images which, Richard Burridge has rightly suggested, derive primarily from Paul (Burridge 1998).​[12]​ One question we might well ask is how these Pauline images might inform an ethical response to issues concerning the environment.
	More recently, Willard Swartley has published a major work arguing that peace and peacemaking stand at the heart of the New Testament’s teaching and should be central to Christian ethics too. Paul is seen as a particularly strong exemplar. As Swartley puts it: ‘Paul, more than any other writer in the NT canon, makes peace, peace-making, and peace-building central to his theological reflection and moral admonition’ (Swartley 2006: 190). Engaging with Ralph Martin’s earlier work arguing for reconciliation as the heart of Pauline theology (Martin 1981), Swartley insists that peace and peace-making should instead be the key terms (pp. 190-91). Nonviolence and peacemaking are seen as the central moral virtues to be embodied in the Church. Yet it is striking, in a work published as recently as 2006, that the relevance of these themes to environmental issues, or to relationships between God, humanity, and the non-human creation, are never entertained. Swartley simply reiterates the long entrenched anthropocentrism of the tradition of Pauline interpretation, focusing only on relationships among humans, and between humans and God: 
the notion of making peace between humans and God and between formerly alienated humans is so central to the core of Pauline doctrinal and ethical thought that it is impossible to develop a faithful construal of Pauline thought without peacemaking and/or reconciliation at the core (p. 192, my emphasis).

As Brendan Byrne has noted, 
the issue of justification by faith has dominated the interpretation of Paul in the Western theological tradition. This ensured that interpreters of Paul were engaged in a virtually exclusive preoccupation with relations between human beings and God. What Paul thought or wrote about human relationship to the non-human created world scarcely entered the picture (Byrne 2000: 194). 
But what this comment also implies is that it is among those, like Swartley, who have stressed something other than ‘justification by faith’ that we might expect to find some engagement with the wider concerns Byrne highlights. Indeed, I shall go on to argue that an approach to Paul focused on themes of participation and reconciliation rather than justification and acquittal offers fruitful resources for ecotheological reflection. Yet even among those who have most recently championed this particular side in a long-running debate about the centre of Paul’s theology – is it justification by faith or participation in Christ? – there has been no indication of the relevance of these themes to reflection on ecotheological and ecoethical concerns.
	For example, in a brief but important work published in 2009, Michael Gorman offers a way beyond the justification versus participation impasse, arguing essentially for a participatory understanding of justification: justification by faith is ‘understood as co-crucifixion and participation in Christ’ (p. 73). Gorman sees at the heart of Paul’s theology a ‘master story’, best encapsulated in Phil 2.5-11 (Gorman 2001: 88-92; 2009: 9-39). This story of Christ, in which believers participate, leads from kenosis to theosis, that is, from self-emptying and self-giving to a form of divinisation, becoming one with Christ and one with God (2009: 4).​[13]​ Yet, despite what seems to me its rich ecotheological potential, there is no hint that this new construal of the heart of Paul’s theology might have any relevance for our thinking about the place of the non-human world in the story of God’s saving purposes.
	While Gorman offers a participatory perspective that incorporates, rather than rejects, the theme of justification, Douglas Campbell launches an uncompromising and massive attack on the justification by faith tradition (Campbell 2005; 2009). For Campbell, this tradition, with its contractual construal of the process of human salvation, is disastrously flawed theologically and needs to be exegetically outmanoeuvred. In its place, Campbell proposes what he terms a pneumatologically participatory martyrological eschatology as the most adequate framing of the heart of Paul’s theology (see Campbell 2005: 29-55). Yet despite the enormous detail in which this proposal is now worked out, and despite the potential in the participatory model, there is, as far as I can see, no indication that this might have relevance to questions about humanity’s relationship to the non-human creation, or about the place of non-human as well as human creatures in the eschatological and soteriological story Paul tells.

III
Exploring why there is this lack of interest in the relevance of Paul’s theology to thinking about the environment is not my purpose here – though I suspect that it is at least partly due to the simple fact that no-one has yet squarely placed it onto the agenda of Pauline studies, and, like most academic disciplines, this area of biblical studies mostly proceeds through discussion and debate on issues already part of the established discourse. More relevant is to ask whether there is much real potential for what we may call an ecological reading of Paul. Can this be done with historical and exegetical seriousness, or will it be merely a faddish interest, driven solely by some new and trendy concern? Part of the point of the opening section of the essay was to show that, even where scholars eschew any direct connection with contemporary issues, these issues – however ‘faddish’ in the eyes of some – do shape the questions exegetes ask and the implicit convictions that shape their answers. Yet there is a more serious set of objections, namely that Paul shows very little direct interest in the subject of the non-human creation, and knows nothing of modern ecological awareness. These are serious points which should instill a certain caution. If an ecological reading of Paul is to get far, it must move beyond the one or two favourite texts, but must do so in ways that are exegetically cogent. It must also do so in ways that remain conscious of the risks of anachronism and clear about the extent to which theological interpretation is a necessarily constructive and creative exercise, one which entails, echoing words of Francis Watson, using the texts to think with (Watson 2000: viii).​[14]​ 
	There is one Pauline text that stands out very clearly, and for good reason, as a favourite text for those seeking biblical support for environmental concern: Rom 8.19-23.​[15]​ Not only does this text seem to capture something of the mood of environmental crisis – all creation groaning – but it also presents a vision of hope that the whole creation will one day share in the glorious liberation which is already but not yet the experience of the children of God.​[16]​ The text may not straightforwardly support the contemporary environmental agenda, certainly not as easily as the frequent and passing appeals to it assume. For example, it is God who has subjected creation to bondage, and it is unclear whether ethical action on the part of the children of God is envisaged as playing any part in creation’s coming to freedom. Moreover, it is clear that Paul’s priorities and concerns are not focused on the need to help creation towards its eschatological hope; he is focused on encouraging the hard-pressed Christians at Rome, and uniting them in a common bond. Nonetheless, Paul does here present a vision of salvation in which the whole creation, pa~sa h9 kti/sij, is intimately bound up, co-groaning with humanity and the Spirit and sharing a common hope; creation is not merely the stage on which the drama of human redemption takes place. As such, this text makes an important contribution to an ecological theology.
	The other favourite eco-text in the Pauline epistles is Col 1.15-20, a Christ-hymn in which the all-encompassing scope of Christ’s work in both creation and reconciliation is stressed. The text may not be authentically Paul’s, but this makes little difference to its status in one of the Pauline letters canonised as scripture. As long ago as 1961, in an address to the World Council of Churches, Joseph Sittler noted the gravity of the threat to nature, and saw in the cosmic Christology of Colossians 1 a doctrinal basis with which to draw all of creation into the orbit of God’s redemption (Sittler 2000 [1962]). More recently, some commentators and many ecotheologians have agreed with Sittler in finding ecological relevance in this text.​[17]​ Once again, the move from ancient hymn to modern ecology is by no means straightforward. For example, the author’s focus is on principalities and powers (1.16; 2.15) and reflects an ancient cosmology not straightforwardly identifiable with modern ecological awareness. The language and imagery are also different from those of Romans 8. But there does seem considerable ecotheological significance in the author’s insistence that all things, ta_ pa&nta, were created in Christ and for Christ, that all things exist in him, and that all things are reconciled in him.​[18]​ From its beginnings to its goal or telos, creation’s story is (literally) incorporated into Christ – in him, through him, and for him (e0n au0tw~|, di’ au0tou=, ei0j au0to&n; v. 16) – whose all-encompassing story becomes the story of everything.
	These two favourite texts, then, do offer significant resources to an ecological theology: they insist, in their different ways, that the whole creation is, or ‘all things’ are, bound up in the story of salvation and included in the reconciliation God has wrought in Christ. But can they be any more than outlying proof-texts, remote from the more central theological concerns of the Pauline corpus? I suggest that they can, and that they offer a starting point for a rereading of Pauline theology in which the status and fate of the whole creation is given a central place.
Colossians 1 is important in stressing the role of Christ in creation, a move found also in other NT traditions (John 1.1-3; Heb 1.2): all things were made in him, e0n au0tw~|.​[19]​ But this conviction is found elsewhere in Paul too, albeit in more theocentric formulations, notably in 1 Cor 8.6, a credal declaration in which God the Father is named as the origin of all things (e0c ou[), Christ as the one through whom (di’ ou[) all things came to be. A similar, albeit still more theocentric formulation is found in Rom 11.36: ‘for from him and through him and to him are all things’ (o#ti e0c au0tou= kai\ di’ au0tou= kai\ ei0j au0to_n ta_ pa&nta ). As in Colossians, though here in theocentric terms, both the origins (e0c) and the telos (ei0j) of all things are located in God. These are strikingly universal declarations, in which all things are brought within the scope of God’s creating and redeeming purposes – this is emphatically not the story of the salvation of a few elect human beings, however much that contrasting motif may also be found in Paul.​[20]​
Paul’s conviction about the origins of creation in God, through Christ, seems, for Paul, to imply the essential goodness of creation, in contrast to any view of the material world as intrinsically evil or corrupting. The credal confession of 1 Cor 8.6 stands at the beginning of a long and complex argument about food offered to idols, in which Paul’s practical advice to ‘eat everything sold in the market place’ (10.25) is based on the conviction that ‘the earth is the Lord’s’ (10.26, citing Psa 24.1); the earth’s gifts, therefore, are not to be rejected, but received ‘with thanksgiving’. A similar position, with a more explicit declaration of the goodness of all created things, is found in the Pastoral Epistles, where the author opposes any ascetic rejection of foods and sexual relations (1 Tim 4.4; see Trebilco 2000). 
	Much of the focus of Pauline studies, at least insofar as they concern attempts to identify and describe the central motifs of Pauline soteriology, concerns the question as to how Paul understands the means by which human beings, enslaved as they under the power of sin, living ‘in Adam’ in the old evil age, come to be rescued from this parlous state and to live new lives in Christ. That formulation implies, of course, that the focus of discussion is on human beings, as indeed it is for Paul, whose overriding concern is to preach the gospel to Gentiles, and to unite both Jews and Gentiles in the Church. The traditional alternatives, put rather baldly, are either to emphasize the function of Christ’s death as an atoning sacrifice of some kind, which leads to the acquittal of the guilty sinner, or to understand Christ’s death as something in which the believer participates, such that they die with Christ and, in him, begin a new life in the power of the Spirit. I have already noted that the former view, characterizing Paul’s theology in terms of forensic justification, seems to hold out little prospect of any ecological (re)interpretation, focused as it is on guilty humans and their fate before the righteous judge. Might the participatory view offer more promising potential? On this view, the means by which sinful humans are saved is through their incorporation into Christ, an identification with him that baptism enacts.​[21]​ But the Pauline vision of this incorporation goes beyond the salvation of human beings. Colossians 1 is once again important for its insistence that it is all things, not just humans, and not just a few elect humans, that are reconciled ‘in Christ’. If all things hold together in him, and are reconciled in him, then that implies that the extent of the community of those incorporated into Christ is boundless, or, as the conclusion of the baptismal tradition in 3.11 puts it, ta_ pa&nta kai\ e0n pa~sin Xristo&j, ‘Christ is all things and in all things’. The author’s focus in using this panenchristic vision is on overcoming the divisions among the human community, just as it is in the earlier occurrences of a similar baptismal formula in Gal 3.28 and 1 Cor 12.13. But the use of ta_ pa&nta, as in the hymn itself, implies, and certainly allows, a cosmic all-encompassing reference, and this would seem to be how the author of Ephesians understands the telos of God’s saving plan, ‘as a plan for the fullness of time, to gather up all things in Christ (a)nakefalaiw&sasqai ta_ pa&nta e0n tw~| Xristw~|), things in heaven and things on earth’ (Eph 1.10).
	This vision of the incorporation of all things into Christ is also found, though in a theocentric rather than christocentric form, in the undisputed Pauline letters, in 1 Corinthians 15. Here, in a lengthy attempt to show how the resurrection of Christ is fundamental to Christian hope, Paul sets out an order of events leading up to ‘the End’ (to_ te/loj). Notable here is one of his more universal and participatory statements: ‘As in Adam all die, so in Christ shall all be made alive’ (v. 22; cf. Rom 5.12-21). While humans are clearly the focus of Paul’s attention here, we should not simply assume that the non-human creation is excluded from his vision of hope. Indeed, Paul’s depiction of the End is one in which ‘all things’ (ta_ pa&nta) – except God – are subjected (by God) to Christ (cf. Phil 3.21), after which Christ will be subjected to God, ‘so that God may be all in all’ (pa&nta e0n pa~sin; v. 28).​[22]​ The same conviction, as we have already seen, is more briefly encapsulated in the doxological exclamation of Rom 11.36. Paul’s view of the telos of all things, then, and not just human beings, is apparently panentheistic, a vision of their ultimate incorporation into God, who becomes and fills everything; this is the goal towards which all things are directed.​[23]​
	But what of the means by which this incorporation happens? For the author of Colossians, as we have seen, the key is reconciliation. To be sure, this terminology does not occur in the Pauline corpus as frequently as the language of justification (or being made righteous). But both sets of terminology are concentrated in particular texts,​[24]​ and there is a case to be made, following Ralph Martin, that reconciliation can be placed at the heart of Pauline theology, though not to the exclusion of other themes and motifs (Martin 1981). There are two reconciliation texts in the undisputed letters: Rom 5:10-11 and 2 Cor 5:18-20. In both texts it is difficult to deny that Paul’s primary focus is on what Reimund Bieringer calls die Menschenwelt, the world of human beings,​[25]​ and in Rom 5.9-10 justification/righteousness terminology is clearly placed in close parallel with the language of reconciliation. In 2 Cor 5.19 an anthropological focus is implicit in the awkward grammar: God’s reconciliation of the ko&smoj to himself is glossed as ‘not reckoning to them (au0toi=j) their trespasses’.​[26]​ Yet without denying that this is Paul’s focus, it goes with the grain of the text (and the wider context of Pauline theology) to take the divine act of reconciliation to have a wider compass.​[27]​ Colossians remains, however, the key text where an emphatically cosmic and universal dimension is given to the reconciliation God has wrought in Christ.​[28]​
2 Corinthians 5 also contains one of the only two references in the Bible to the phrase ‘new creation’, the other also found in Paul, in Gal 6.15 – both occurrences being elliptical and terse. There are two key questions for our purposes: one is whether the phrase has a cosmic or only an anthropological reference; the second is whether the hope for a new creation implies that the present creation is devalued as merely a temporary and soon-to-pass sphere of existence, the preservation of which thus makes little theological sense.
	Contemporary scholarship has given contrasting answers to the first question with some, notably Moyer Hubbard (2002), arguing that Paul’s focus is on the Spirit-wrought transformation of the individual convert. Others, like Ulrich Mell and most recently Tony Jackson, have argued, more convincingly in my view, that ‘new creation’ signals an all-encompassing eschatological transformation – of ‘the individual, the community and the cosmos… inaugurated in the death and resurrection of Christ’ (Jackson 2009: 2-3). As Mell rightly notes, the ‘from now on’ (a)po_ tou= nu=n) of 2 Cor 5.16 is not conversion terminology but eschatological terminology; a new world has been brought into existence in Christ.​[29]​ In this new world, as Romans 8 also makes clear, human and non-human are together bound up; the whole creation is included in this thoroughly cosmic transformation.
	Implicit in Paul’s declaration that already, in Christ, there is new creation is an answer to the second question. If the new creation is, in a sense, already here, if only in some partly visible and not yet fulfilled way, if it is already transforming the lives of those who join the assemblies of those who are in Christ, then there cannot be a sharp discontinuity or abrupt disjunction between ‘old’ and ‘new’ creation; it must instead be a matter of transformation. Radical transformation to be sure, such that it can be envisaged as a process of dying and rising to new life. But once again, if this dying with Christ and walking in newness of life is, as Paul clearly sees it to be, a matter of the present experience of believers, then it is clearly a transformation of the here and now, not something that lies (only) beyond. In other words, the shape of the hoped-for future is visible and enacted in the here and now, and implies a responsibility to act in ways congruent with that future, with participation in God’s new creation. That responsibility, it should be stressed, follows even if the ultimate future is conceived as something beyond the realm of present experience, and beyond what human action could possibly secure.​[30]​

IV
To what extent, then, do these ideas provide the outlines of an ecological Pauline theology, and what, if any, would be their ethical implications? Without in any way denying that Paul’s focus is firmly on human beings, and specifically on the small Christian communities to which he writes, we may nonetheless propose that Paul’s theology may be seen to centre around God’s redemption of the whole cosmos in Christ. Despite the anthropological concerns that dominate, Paul’s soteriological vision is literally all-encompassing, whether this is put in the theocentric terms of Romans 11 and 1 Corinthians 15 or the more christological terms of Colossians 1. Just as God, through Christ, is creator of all things so, in Christ, God is the redeemer of all things. All things are bound up in the process by which God is bringing about the liberation of the whole creation, a process which in the present still involves suffering and pain, but yet is filled with hope. Such a cosmic vision suggests that the anthropological focus of much of the Christian tradition, and of much Pauline scholarship, should be radically recast. The centre of Paul’s theology is God’s transformation of the world in Christ.​[31]​
	Yet what role is there, if any, for human beings in this divinely wrought transformation? This is a crucial question, since if there is no corresponding human responsibility, then even this more cosmic Pauline vision cannot generate any sense of environmental-ethical imperative. Romans 8 once again provides an interesting place to start: here it is the revelation of the children of God that creation strains to see, their freedom and glory that it longs to share. While the emphasis is on the eschatological future that God will bring about, there are ethical dimensions to the freedom that already defines the character of Christian life, and one may suggest that the assemblies of Christian believers, as they live out their new life in Christ and fulfill the responsibilities that that implies, play some part in the story of creation’s liberation.​[32]​ Perhaps a still stronger ecoethical mandate can be derived from Colossians 1. Here the reconciliation that God has achieved in Christ encompasses all things, and all things are incorporated in Christ. While the hymn itself depicts this reconciliation as already accomplished in Christ, the rest of the letter makes it clear that this is also an ethical imperative, incumbent on those who are in Christ. To be sure, the author’s focus is firmly on inter-human and inter-ecclesial relationships – he does not, of course, share our sense of a need to address a wider set of relationships – but it goes with the grain of the text (and of 2 Cor 5.18-20) to extend its vision of what reconciliation might entail. 
Another basis for ecoethical implications might be found in the indications that Christ literally incorporates everything. That implies, as George van Kooten has suggested, that Colossians reflects some notion of the cosmos as Christ’s body (van Kooten 2003). If that is so, at least as some kind of telos to the story of redemption, then it encourages a move to broaden the community of others to whom moral regard is owed. The community of those who are ‘in Christ’, and for whom Christ died, is boundless: all things exist and are reconciled in him. Paul’s depiction of relations among the various parts of the body in 1 Corinthians 12 is striking, particularly in its insistence that God has given greater honour to the less honourable parts, reversing the usual hierarchies of status, and in its call for solidarity among all the members in sharing one another’s joys and sufferings.​[33]​ Once again, it is beyond dispute that Paul’s primary focus here is on the Church, and particularly on the fractious community at Corinth; but if the body of Christ is, ultimately, a much wider, indeed boundless entity, then such solidarity and generous regard are not merely a pattern for inter-human relationships. In Solidarity and Difference I argued that corporate solidarity and other-regard are the central meta-norms in Pauline ethics, derived from the notions of incorporation into Christ and Christ’s paradigmatic self-giving and self-lowering on the cross (Horrell 2005). One key move in generating a Pauline ecological ethic may be precisely to extend these notions to apply to human relationships with all creatures, animate and inanimate, and not just other people (cf. Hunt 2009). This may initially sound like a move well beyond anything in the Pauline letters, and is certainly a move beyond Paul’s explicit and conscious concerns – after all, he infamously suggests that God cares little for oxen (1 Cor 9.9)!​[34]​ Yet the cosmic dimensions of Pauline theology – and specifically the indications that Christ’s self-giving death was an act done to bring about the reconciliation of all things, not just people, and that all things, not just people, find their purpose and goal in their incorporation into Christ, or ultimately into God – make this move one that is actually well-grounded in Paul’s theology (cf. Gibbs 1971a). Once we broaden the community of others to whom costly regard is owed, we may also find fresh nuances in Paul’s exhortations: Paul calls for self-giving particularly on the part of the strong and powerful, and that is, of course, precisely the position of humans vis-à-vis other species and life-forms.
We might here recall the three focal images with which Richard Hays frames his New Testament ethics: community, cross, and new creation. Hays describes these images, particularly ‘community’ and ‘new creation’, in strikingly ecclesiocentric terms. The focal image of community is introduced as follows: ‘The church is a countercultural community of discipleship, and this community is the primary addressee of God’s imperatives’ (Hays 1996: 196). New creation is outlined in the following words: ‘The church embodies the power of the resurrection in the midst of a not-yet-redeemed world’ (p. 198). Our ecologically orientated engagement with Paul would suggest that these images retain their value, but need to be reconfigured from a more cosmic perspective if they are to have purchase in the area of environmental ethics. Put differently, what is required in the context of the ecological crisis is an ecclesiology which is not so much about the counter-cultural distinction between Church and world,​[35]​ but more about the ways the Church is called to embody and enact the transformation of the cosmos in which everything is already caught up and towards which all things are orientated. The community which is in Christ, as we have seen, is, in the eschatological vision, no less than ta_ pa&nta, all things, even if the Church is the community in which this vision is recognised and anticipated in action. The cross is a paradigm of self-giving for others, but the community of others to whom such regard is owed needs to be broadened not only beyond the Church, but beyond the human community too. And finally, new creation is not only something glimpsed and enjoyed in the life of the Church, but a hope and a mandate for the transformation of all creation.
	What all of this might mean in concrete ethical terms is much less easy to discern. In all areas of contemporary ethics, but particularly in an area so recent and so dependent on scientific insight as environmental ethics, there is no straightforward move from biblical exegesis to contemporary application – despite the claims in some quarters that lining up the relevant biblical verses is more or less all that is needed.​[36]​ For example, it is by no means obvious what reconciliation might mean in the realm of environmental ethics. It cannot mean expecting lions to nourish themselves on straw, or teaching wolves to refrain from harming lambs, though it might mean that humans choose to end, or at least drastically to reduce, their killing of animals for food, as a sign of commitment to the peaceable kingdom (and of commitment to reducing global warming).​[37]​ It might perhaps mean working to sustain (and, a fortiori, not to destroy) ecosystems in which there is room for all the diversity of creatures, such that none suffers a level of competition that drives it to extinction.​[38]​ Other-regard is equally challenging to relate to the concrete circumstances of real life, not least because it raises the sharp and contentious question about the relative value of human and non-human life. It need not be taken to mean, I would suggest, that human lives should be regarded as of less value than those of other animals, such that humans might effectively be sacrificed in the cause of another species’ welfare. But it might well mean that humans would limit, and even sacrifically curtail, the indulgence of their own acquisitive desires out of a concern not only for social justice, crucial though that is, but also for ecological justice, a level of self-giving intended to enable the flourishing of others, non-human as well as human.​[39]​ Having for too long regarded ‘nature’ as a bounty of good gifts, given for human benefit, we might thus be challenged to emphasize equally our obligation of gift-giving to all other things, on whose sustaining provision we so demonstrably depend.​[40]​
	The practical difficulties and challenging questions we rapidly encounter in any such attempts to begin to move towards ethical application clearly suggest that, to turn Lynn White’s comment on its head, while inventing a new religion, or rethinking our old one, may well be crucial in confronting our ‘ecologic crisis’, we shall certainly need more science and more technology too, as well as more hard-headed economics, ethics, and politics. And yet, to turn White’s comment back upright once again, reconfiguring our religious and cultural traditions in light of the new challenges that face us is a crucial task too. Paul may not perhaps offer ‘explosive power’ when it comes to our response to the contemporary environmental crisis, but I do think that he offers important resources for an ecological theology and ethics. Given Paul’s canonical importance and profound influence on the shape of Christian theology it is crucial for any ecological reconfiguration of the Christian tradition to show how Pauline theology can inform and support that move. I propose that at the heart of Pauline theology, re-read in the light of our ecological concerns, stands the vision of God’s incorporative transformation of the whole creation in Christ and the associated imperative to embody that transformation in human action shaped by the paradigm of Christ’s self-giving for others. These Pauline resources, creatively and constructively developed, offer the potential to reshape the Christian imagination, to reconfigure a sense of the value of the cosmos in whose ecosystems we are inextricably embedded, and to generate new ethical priorities. To date, however, readings of Paul have been largely shaped by anthropocentric concerns and priorities, whether those emerge from the crises of the sixteenth century or the twentieth. The challenge of our twenty-first century crisis, one whose consequences we have only begun to experience, surely demands a(nother) new perspective on Paul.
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^1	  It should be noted, though, that Schweitzer is critical of the way in which such theological influences shaped portraits of Jesus, hence his own rigorously historical ‘quest’ (the quotation is from Schweitzer 2000 [1913]: 6). Since the time when Schweitzer was writing we have come to be much more suspicious of any claim to present an objective historical account of Jesus (or Paul, or any historical figure), since it is now widely acknowledged that any historical portrait is inevitably shaped by the context, commitments, and presuppositions of the interpreter. Moreover, these influences, while they call for critical appraisal, generate fruitful and relevant engagements in ever-changing contexts and so are not to be regretted.
^2	  Dunn 1983, reprinted in Dunn 1990 and Dunn 2005, and cited below from the 1990 reprint.
^3	  Cf. also the comments of Watson 2007: 2: ‘After Aufschwitz, new language and new conceptualities would have to be found. True to the traditions of their discipline, New Testament scholars looked to history and to historically informed exegesis to undermine the old paradigm and to establish a new one in its place. E.P. Sanders’s two remarkable books achieved just that’. For reflections on ‘the social and ideological milieu of the new perspective’, see also Barclay 1996: 203-206.
^4	  See, e.g., Sanders’ discussion of the work of George Foot Moore and others (1977: 33-36). For a detailed review of Jewish engagement with Paul, see Langton 2005a, 2005b.
^5	  In a review of Sanders’ Jesus and Judaism, Alexander writes: ‘His [Sanders’] answer to the charge of “legalism” seems, in effect, to be that Rabbinic Judaism, despite appearances, is really a religion of “grace”. But does this not involve a tacit acceptance of a major element in his opponents’ position – the assumption that “grace” is superior to “law”? The correct response to the charge must surely be: And what is wrong with “legalism”, once we have got rid of abusive language about “hypocrisy” and “mere externalism”? It is neither religiously nor philosophically self-evident that a “legalistic” view of the world is inferior to one based on “grace”. If we fail to take a firm stand on this point we run the risk of seriously misdescribing Pharisaic and Rabbinic Judaism, and of trying to make it over into a pale reflection of Protestant Christianity’ (Alexander 1986: 105). A similar point is made much more sharply by Jacob Neusner (Neusner 1991: 92-95), who criticizes Sanders’ ‘Protestant theological apologetic for a Judaism in the liberal Protestant model’ (92). These authors are cited by Barry Matlock, in a probing section on ‘a certain covert Protestantism’ in the new perspective on Paul (Matlock 1998: 444-47). 
^6	  For a similar kind of comment, see Wright 1997: 23, though note elsewhere Wright’s reflections on the ways in which all Pauline scholarship is the product, to a degree, of its social context (Wright 2005: 15-18).
^7	  The general point is well made by Walther Bindemann: ‘Sachbezogene Theologie ist – selbst dort, wo sie mit dem Attribut »historisch« versehen wird, das Abstand von der Gegenwart suggeriert – ein Seismograph für kulturelle und gesellschaftliche Vorgänge’ (Bindemann 1983: 9).
^8	  For a nuanced discussion of these eschatological scenarios, their implications for attitudes towards the environment, and the recent ‘greening’ of American fundamentalism, see Maier forthcoming.
^9	  The opening quotation using this phrase is found in Käsemann 1969: 249, in the context of an essay which is polemically critical of what Käsemann sees as the domestication of Paul in the developments towards ‘early Catholicism’ evident in the deutero-Pauline letters.
^10	  Broadly speaking, there are two main approaches in biblical studies engaging the ecological agenda. The first, often though not always from an evangelical perspective, seeks to show how the Bible can be used to support the environmental agenda (e.g., R. J. Berry 2000; S. Berry et al. 2005; Granberg-Michaelson 1987). The second is the more critical approach focused around ecojustice principles and a hermeneutic of suspicion as well as retrieval developed by the Earth Bible team (see Habel and Wurst 2000; Habel 2000, 2001; Habel and Wurst 2001; Habel and Balabanski 2002; Habel and Trudinger 2008). The Exeter project has sought to develop an approach, put baldly, that fits somewhere between these two, and which includes a substantial attempt to read Paul from an ecological perspective; see Horrell, Hunt and Southgate 2008; Horrell 2009; Horrell, Hunt and Southgate 2010. Among the notable exceptions in Pauline studies are Jewett 2004; 2007: 508-20.
^11	  I should perhaps also include my earlier study of Paul’s ethics in this category (Horrell 2005): the focus there was on the political and social dimensions of Pauline ethics, in dialogue with the contemporary liberal-communitarian debate and the work of Stanley Hauerwas and Jürgen Habermas in particular.
^12	  Hence Burridge’s own recent study of NT Ethics places the historical Jesus at the centre: see Burridge 2007.
^13	  Gorman’s definition of theosis is as follows: ‘Theosis is transformative participation in the kenotic, cruciform character of God through Spirit-enabled conformity to the incarnate, crucified, and resurrected/glorified Christ’ (2009: 7).
^14	  It is worth noting, though, that a certain lack of directly relevant material need not be too much of a hindrance: by comparison, in the undisputed letters, aside from mentions of named women, Paul offers substantive discussion of topics related to the equality or inequality of women and men only in three texts in 1 Corinthians (7.1-40; 11.2-16; 14.34-35), aside from the much-quoted five-word catch-phrase in Gal 3.28. But that has not stopped the contemporary interest in such matters driving the production of any number of books and articles on the subject of Paul and women. And the risk of anachronism is relevant, mutatis mutandis, to all other topics in New Testament ethics too, even those (such as marriage and divorce) where there appears more continuity between the issues addressed then and now.
^15	  For detailed discussion of ecological engagement with Romans 8, see Hunt, Horrell and Southgate 2008. There are good reasons to take kti/sij here to refer to the whole (non-human) creation, whatever precisely is intended to fall within its scope. The use of kti/sij in v. 39 is somewhat different: not pa~sa h9 kti/sij but tij kti/sij e9te/ra. Paul’s point here seems to be that no creature/created thing can stand in the way of God’s love and saving purposes.
^16	  Aside from readings of this crucial passage written in the context of ecotheological publications (e.g., Byrne 2000), most historical-critical studies, including the most recent, make little or no reference to any ecological relevance in this text. See e.g., Balz 1971; Christoffersson 1990; Hahne 2006. Christoffersson’s conclusions are revealing in this respect: Paul’s purpose in this text is to present ‘an eschatological outlook which opens up an universal [sic] perspective of [sic] this new righteousness. As sin is universal, so is salvation in Christ… Rom 8:18-27 thus plays an important part in the section of the letter which serves as the fundation [sic] of Paul’s argument in favour of the unity of mankind in chapters 9–11’ (p. 144, my emphasis). He comments in a note that ‘Paul is not even speaking of solidarity between man and Creation as part of an ecological or political debate. It may be legitimate to use the text in discussion of such questions [though this is the only reference to such questions in the book], but it is important to make clear that they lie far beyond Paul’s horizon’ (p. 145 n. 18). Notable exceptions are Bindemann (1983) and the broader studies of Gibbs (1971a; 1971b); both authors connect their studies explicitly with contemporary ecological issues.
^17	  See, e.g., Dunn’s comments on 1.15-20 (Dunn 1996: 104), quoted in the context of ecotheological reflection by Bouma-Prediger 2001: 108. Again, the early studies of Gibbs are important (see n. 16 above). Nonetheless, as with Romans 8, most exegetical studies of this text make little if any reference to its potential ecological relevance (cf., e.g., Stettler 2000; Dübbers 2005; Smith 2006; Gordley 2007). 
^18	  For developed ecotheological reflections on this text, see Balabanski 2008; forthcoming.
^19	  It is open to discussion how the e0n should be taken here, whether as locative or instrumental. Moo (2008: 120-21) argues for the former, while Dübbers (2005: 97-98) argues for the latter. A locative sense seems likely if the notion of the universe as Christ’s body underlies the hymn, as the uses of e0n in verses 17-19 (and in 3.11) would suggest.
^20	  On these two contrasting strands in Paul, see Hillert 1999, who labels them the universal and limited views of salvation.
^21	  Important arguments for a participatory understanding of Paul’s theology, specifically as a form of ‘interchange’, are presented in a series of essays by Morna Hooker, one of which was also delivered as a Manson Memorial Lecture. See Hooker 1990: 13-69.
^22	  Cf. Sanders 1977: 474: ‘1 Cor 15:27f. seems to support the view of the ultimate redemption of the creation, and there are no statements to the contrary. Once Colossians is excluded from consideration, the cosmos is seen to play a smaller role in Paul's thought than it appears to in the descriptions of scholars who take Colossians to be authentic, but one must allow that here Colossians is building on a genuine Pauline view: the cosmos will be redeemed. Paul’s general focus, however, is on the world of men [sic].’ On the extent to which a cosmic perspective is profoundly woven into Pauline theology, including its earliest layers, see esp. Gibbs 1971a. Gibbs’ article opens with the claim: ‘Cosmic christology, far from being a late addendum, belongs to the core of the Pauline concept of the Lord, no less than does theology of the cross’ (p. 466).
^23	  There is here a significant parallel with the way in which Aquinas conceives the telos of all things, which also suggests ecotheological potential in Aquinas’ theology. See Coad 2009; Wynn forthcoming.
^24	  Uses of dikaio&w are concentrated in Rom 2–8 (esp. Rom 3.21-28) and Gal 2–3, especially in the declaration encapsulated in Gal 2:16 (cf. Rom 3:28).
^25	  Bieringer 1987: 318. More generally, on the different nuances that adhere to Paul’s multivalent uses of ko/smoj, see Adams 2000.
^26	  The antecedent to au0toi=j can only be ko&smoj; note too the parallel phrase in 5.18, where God reconciles us (h(ma~j) to himself.
^27	  For a more detailed treatment of this text in relation to an ecological reading of Paul, see Horrell forthcoming.
^28	  Perhaps, then, from an ecological perspective, some of the most theologically significant texts may come from the disputed Paulines, reversing the usual tendency in scholarship to see the authentic letters as the source of innovative theology and the deutero-Pauline and Pastoral letters as indicative of a more conservative and conformist stance. As the preceding sections have shown, however, the cosmic Christology of Colossians and Ephesians develops a cosmic theme found already in the undisputed letters, albeit in more theocentric forms. See esp. Gibbs 1971a.
^29	  Mell 1989: 366. Cf. p. 324: ‘Nicht der Mensch heißt “neue Schöpfung”, sondern, im soteriologischen Verfassungsdanken, die Welt!’
^30	  To be sure, this only partly answers the difficult questions about the extent to which an eschatological vision of a world which is clearly utterly different from the world of our experience can function positively in an ecological ethics. For somewhat more extended reflections, see Horrell 2010a: 138-40.
^31	  Cf. Beker 1980, who argues for a theocentric focus on the eschatological triumph of God as at the heart of Pauline theology. However, Beker, it should be noted, is concerned to assert this theocentrism against the more realized christocentrism of the later letters, regretting ‘the transformation of theology into Christology’. Quoting Col 1.19 (and noting Eph 1.10 also) he writes: ‘When futurist, cosmic eschatology is minimzed or neutralized, the final triumph of God at the end of history becomes so identified with the triumph of God in the Christ-event that the theocentric apocalyptic focus of Paul is absorbed into the Christocentric triumph of Christ… Whenever the final victory of the reign of God becomes secondary to the present reign of Christ, the result is an ecclesiology that is no longer geared to the cosmic future triumph of God over his creation’ (p. 356). But despite the more realized and christocentric outlook of Colossians and Ephesians, especially of the Colossian hymn, there is still a future eschatology in these letters (see, e.g., Still 2004). And for our purposes here, the more important contrast is between anthropocentrism on the one hand, and theocentrism or Christocentrism on the other.
^32	  Cf. Jewett 2004: 35-46; 2007: 515. For developed eco-ethical reflections in terms of what it might mean for humans to live out their ‘freedom in Christ’, see Southgate 2008a: 92-133.
^33	  See D. B. Martin 1995: 94-96; Horrell 2005: 121-24.
^34	  Unlike Philo, who, discussing the same scriptural text (Deut 25.4), sees this command, like others, as reflecting a humane concern for animals (Virt. 145-46). I am grateful to Roger Tomes for pressing the relevance of this contrast, which certainly shows that Paul is no self-conscious animal theologian. But Paul’s comment here, I think, does not so much reflect a negative stance towards animals as a positive concern to apply this text to humans (di’ h9ma~j pa&ntwj le/gei, v. 10). In any case, we can perceive ecological dimensions to the wider themes of Pauline theology whether or not Paul was conscious of those dimensions and whether or not he would have agreed with them.
^35	  Cf. Horrell 2005, e.g., 268-72, on the ways in which Hays’ (and Hauerwas’) ecclesiology overstresses the distinction between Church and world and thus neglects points of common ground and shared moral values.
^36	  See, e.g., Wayne Grudem’s description of the tasks of systematic theology and Christian ethics: ‘systematic theology involves collecting and understanding all the relevant passages in the Bible on various topics and then summarising their teachings clearly so that we know what to believe’ (Grudem 1994: 21; cf. p. 26 for similar comments on Christian ethics). This kind of conviction is also embodied in the recently published Green Bible (HarperCollins, 2008), an edition of the NRSV in which texts relevant to caring for the earth are highlighted in green. For a critical review, see Horrell 2010b.
^37	  To the various good reasons to reduce (especially red-) meat consumption – animal ethics, human health, social justice – the contribution to global warming of methane-producing ruminants is now added (cf. the concise comments of Southgate 2008a: 122-23; also now Barclay forthcoming). In one sense the point made above runs counter to the anti-ascetic theme we noted earlier, in the context of Pauline affirmations of the goodness of creation. But this is not an ascetic avoidance of things deemed to be polluting but rather a kind of ascetic self-giving, what Southgate calls an ‘ethical kenosis’ (see n. 39 below), for the sake of the other. Paul insists that food in itself does not pollute (Rom 14.14, 20), but nonetheless states his willingness never to eat it again if it is the cause of a sister or brother’s stumbling (Rom 14.15; cf. 1 Cor 8.9-13). For further discussion of the issue of Christian vegetarianism, see Horrell 2008; Southgate 2008b.
^38	  There is, of course, a distinction to be drawn between ‘natural’ extinctions and anthropogenic extinctions, the latter of which are most clearly to be avoided from an environmental-ethical perspective. However, Southgate argues, on the basis of Romans 8 and his sense of what the ‘freedom of the children of God’ means at this point in the eschatological story, that both forms of extinction should, as far as possible, be brought to an end. See Southgate 2008a: 124-32.
^39	  Cf. Southgate 2008a: 101-103, on an ecological ethical kenosis as entailing kenosis of appetite, aspiration, and acquisitiveness on the part of humans.
^40	  This sentence is an inadequate attempt to gesture towards a theme that John Barclay has rightly suggested to me might be both important and fruitful in this area, namely that of mutual gift-giving. This very Pauline theme of self-giving for others (expanded to include the whole creation) is a crucial element missing in a theology such as the evangelical response to environmentalism offered by E. Calvin Beisner (1997), which stresses the ways in which creation – freed from the curse and transformed into fruitful garden – allows human expansion and flourishing and meets human needs and aspirations. 
